395; Group and Organization Studies 14 (2) (1989) 216], a good manager is still perceived as predominantly masculine.
There has been a considerable increase in the proportion of women managers in recent
, and a call for "feminine leadership" to capitalize on this increase. The present study examines whether there has been a corresponding change in men's and women's stereotypes of managers such that less emphasis is placed on managers' possessing masculine characteristics. Data from 348 undergraduate and part-time graduate business students indicate that although managerial stereotypes place less emphasis on masculine characteristics than in earlier studies [Academy of Management Journal 22 (1979) 395; Group and Organization Studies 14 (2) (1989) 
216], a good manager is still perceived as predominantly masculine. © 2002 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved.
Stereotypes are "beliefs about the characteristics, attributes, and behaviors of members of certain groups" (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996, p. 240) . Stereotyping is an enduring human phenomenon (Fiske, 1998) , partly because stereotypes are so convenient to use. For example, stereotypes may be used to simplify the demands on the perceiver. They make information processing easier by allowing people to substitute previously acquired information for incoming information. When people are identifiable as members of a larger group (e.g., the male or female sex), stereotyping makes it easier for others to remember and categorize them (Klatzky & Anderson, 1988) . Stereotypes may also be used to justify the current assignment of social roles. However, stereotypes often operate to the disadvantage of women in work settings (Carli & Eagly, 1999; Deaux & LaFrance, 1998) . Consider the case of managerial stereotypes.
In prior studies (Powell & Butterfield, 1979 , women and men have described a good manager as possessing predominantly masculine characteristics that are traditionally associated with males (e.g., assertiveness, independence, and willingness to take risks). Thus, women who aspire to management positions have to contend with common stereotypes of their being unfit for the role. These stereotypes disadvantage women at all levels of management (Powell, 1999) . When decision makers believe that masculine characteristics are best suited for managerial roles and that men possess these characteristics in greater abundance than women, they are more likely to select men for open management positions than equally-qualified women (Heilman, 1995) ; they are also likely to evaluate male managers more favorably than female managers who have exhibited equivalent performance (Bartol, 1999; Heilman, 1983; Nieva & Gutek, 1980) . Further, women who hold these beliefs may hold back in seeking management positions (Powell & Butterfield, 1979) . However, since the mid-1970s, there has been a considerable increase in the proportion of women in management (US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1983 Statistics, , 1999 and a call for "feminine leadership," i.e., a greater emphasis in management on feminine characteristics that are traditionally associated with females (e.g., compassion, sensitivity to the needs of others, and understanding), to take advantage of this increase (e.g., Helgesen, 1990; Loden, 1985; Rosener, 1995) . The purpose of this study was to examine whether there has been a corresponding change in men's and women's stereotypes of managers such that less emphasis is placed on managers' possessing masculine characteristics.
Stereotypes
Stereotypes tend to be durable over time (Hamilton & Sherman, 1994) . This is because stereotypes are reinforced by both cognitive and social mechanisms. According to a cognitive perspective of stereotyping, individuals categorize people into groups and then develop self-enhancing beliefs about the attributes held in common by members of different groups, including their own (Ashforth & Humphrey, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) ; these beliefs in turn act as self-fulfilling prophecies through processes of expectancy confirmation (Darley & Fazio, 1980; Merton, 1948) . According to a sociocultural perspective of stereotyping, individuals learn stereotypes of different groups in their formative years from their parents, teachers, and other significant adults in their lives as well as from the public media (Hamilton & Sherman, 1994) .
Both of these perspectives have been supported in research on gender stereotypes. Stereotypes of males and females have remained essentially stable over time in different cultures, even as attitudes about women's rights and roles have changed (Deaux & Kite, 1993; Deaux & LaFrance, 1998; Williams & Best, 1990) . In general, research on gender stereotypes reveals that people consider women to have more communal qualities (e.g., are more gentle, kind, supportive, expressive, affectionate, and tactful) and men more agentic qualities (e.g., are more assertive, competitive, daring, and courageous) (Broverman, Vogel, Broverman, Clarkson & Rosenkrantz, 1972; Carli & Eagly, 1999; Deaux & Kite, 1993; Williams & Best, 1990 ).
However, stereotypes may change over time in the presence of disconfirming information. Rothbart (1981) distinguished between two models of stereotype change, the bookkeeping model and the conversion model. According to the bookkeeping model, stereotypes are continually open to revision as new pieces of information, either confirming or disconfirming, are received; stereotypes change gradually if there is a steady stream of disconfirming information. According to the conversion model, stereotypes change suddenly in response to highly salient and critical pieces of disconfirming information. Thus, if new information about the accuracy of a particular stereotype has been moderately disconfirming, the bookkeeping model would predict modest change in the stereotype and the conversion model would predict no change. If new information has overwhelmingly discredited the stereotype, both models would predict substantial change in it.
A third model of stereotype change focuses on the subtyping of group members. When a few members of a group do not conform to the group stereotype, the observer may break down the larger group into subgroups and categorize the small group exhibiting the unexpected behavior as "deviants." This cognitive response enables preservation of the general stereotype for the group through the establishment of subgroup stereotypes (Weber & Crocker, 1983) . Further, an exemplar-based model assumes that stereotypes consist of representations of specific individuals; thus, stereotypes may change as new exemplars replace and differ in personal characteristics from earlier exemplars (Smith & Zárate, 1992) . However, the literature on stereotypes has placed far greater emphasis on cognitive processes that reinforce the durability of stereotypes than their changeability (e.g., Darley & Fazio, 1980; Fiske, 1998; Hamilton & Sherman, 1994; Merton, 1948) . In general, it is assumed that it is easier for an individual to maintain a stereotype than to change it (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996) .
Gender Stereotypes and Managerial Stereotypes
In this section, we review prior research on the relationship between gender stereotypes and managerial stereotypes. Note that our concern is with gender stereotypes, not with fundamental conceptualizations of sex, gender, or androgyny, about which there has been much controversy. See Korabik (1999) for a recent review of this controversy.
There have been two streams of research on the relationship between gender stereotypes and managerial stereotypes (cf. Butterfield & Grinnell, 1999) . Schein (1973 Schein ( , 1975 initiated one stream when she hypothesized that gender stereotyping impeded the progress of women in management through the creation of occupational sex typing: since the vast majority of managers were men, the managerial job could be classified as a masculine occupation calling for personal attributes thought to be more characteristic of men than women. In support of her hypothesis, she found that both male and female middle managers believed that a successful middle manager possessed personal characteristics that more closely matched beliefs about the characteristics of men in general than beliefs about the characteristics of women in general. In later studies, the managerial job was no longer sex-typed by female middle managers (Brenner, Tomkiewicz & Schein, 1989) or female management students (Schein, Mueller & Jacobson, 1989) . In addition, sex typing of the managerial job was reduced when contextual information such as level of success was available. However, when women were depicted as managers, they were still seen as more different from successful managers than men (Heilman, Block, Martell & Simon, 1989) . The belief of "think manager-think male" seems to be a global phenomenon, especially among males (Schein & Mueller, 1992; Schein, Mueller, Lituchy & Liu, 1996) .
The other stream of research on the relationship between gender stereotypes and managerial stereotypes is the focus of this study. Bem (1974 Bem ( , 1975 directly challenged the traditional assumptions and beliefs that males were supposed to be masculine, females were supposed to be feminine, and anyone who fell in the middle or at the "wrong" end of the scale was maladjusted and in need of help (Broverman et al., 1972) . She argued that masculinity and femininity should be regarded as independent dimensions rather than as opposite ends of the same dimension and that the concept of androgyny, defined as a high propensity toward both feminine and masculine characteristics, offered a more appropriate standard for both sexes than did the traditional standard for each sex. An association between androgyny and more effective behavior was soon observed in a variety of non-organizational settings (e.g., Bem, 1975; Bem & Lenney, 1976; Spence, Helmreich & Stapp, 1975) . Powell and Butterfield (1979) applied Bem's concept of androgyny to individuals' concept of management. They asked part-time graduate business students (evening MBAs), nearly all of whom worked full-time, and undergraduate business students during 1976-1977 to describe both themselves and a "good manager" using the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI), the instrument Bem (1974) developed. In 1976, when they began their data collection, the proportion of women in management positions in the United States was 21%, an increase from 16% in 1970 (US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1983). Based on Bem (1974 Bem ( , 1975 and the recent increase in the proportion of women in management, Powell and Butterfield (1979) hypothesized that a good manager would be seen as androgynous (i.e., high in both masculine and feminine characteristics). However, contrary to their hypothesis, a good manager was seen as possessing predominantly masculine characteristics by all groups of respondents, including undergraduate and part-time graduate males and females. Thus, a belief of "think manager-think masculine" prevailed in that study. Powell and Butterfield (1989) conducted a replication of their original study during 1984-1985 using a refined and abbreviated version of the original BSRI instrument called the Short Bem Sex Role Inventory (Short BSRI; Bem, 1981) ; they also rescored their original results using only the items that belonged to the Short BSRI. In 1984, when this data collection effort began, the proportion of women in management in the United States was 35% (US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1985), a considerable increase from 21% in 1976. Powell and Butterfield (1989) hypothesized that the further increase in the proportion of women in management since their earlier study would now lead to a good manager being viewed as androgynous. However, their new results were consistent in direction with their earlier results, even when the earlier results were rescored. A good manager was still seen as possessing predominantly masculine characteristics by all groups of respondents. In fact, contrary to the bookkeeping, conversion, and exemplar-based models of stereotype change (Rothbart, 1981; Smith & Zárate, 1992) , some groups exhibited strengthened support since the earlier study for the belief that a good manager is masculine.
By 1999, the proportion of women managers in the United States was 46% (US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1999), a further substantial increase from 35% in 1984. Having a woman manager has become a more routine and less novel experience for male and female subordinates. Thus, management as a whole should no longer be viewed as a sex-typed occupation; the managerial role is not as associated statistically with men as it once was. However, is the managerial role still associated with the possession of predominantly masculine characteristics?
If women truly bring a different set of personal characteristics to the managerial role than men, there may be a sufficient amount of new information disconfirming the belief in a good manager as masculine since the mid-1970s to cause a rethinking of managerial stereotypes. In this event, given that the proportion of women managers has more than doubled since 1976 and is now almost half of all managers, a change in managerial stereotypes should be predicted by the bookkeeping, conversion, and exemplar-based models of stereotype change (Rothbart, 1981; Smith & Zárate, 1992) . Managerial stereotypes may place less emphasis on the masculine characteristics traditionally associated with men than in the past and greater emphasis on the feminine characteristics traditionally associated with women or an androgynous combination of characteristics (i.e., high in both masculine and feminine characteristics). Although there has been mixed evidence over three decades of research as to whether men and women differ as leaders (Butterfield & Grinnell, 1999) , some recent evidence has supported the existence of such differences (e.g., Bass, Avolio & Atwater, 1996) . Moreover, several writers (e.g., Grant, 1988; Helgesen, 1990; Loden, 1985; Rosener, 1990 Rosener, , 1995 have argued that organizations need to place greater emphasis on feminine characteristics associated with women managers (e.g., caring, compassionate, understanding, collaborative) to be successful in an increasingly diverse and competitive economic environment.
However, the top ranks of management are still male-dominated, and a "glass ceiling" that is keeping women as a group from reaching these ranks still seems to prevail (Catalyst, 2000b; Davidson & Cooper, 1992; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990; Powell, 1999) . For example, the proportion of women in corporate officer positions in Fortune 500 corporations, although much higher than in the 1970s (Epstein, 1975) , is only 13% (Catalyst, 2000a) . If top managers still believe in and adhere to the traditional stereotype of managers as masculine, women as well as men may feel compelled to display personal characteristics that are consistent with this stereotype to be selected for and successful in managerial roles. If this were the case, there would be little reason to expect managerial stereotypes to have changed with the increased proportion of women managers or the increased call for an emphasis on feminine characteristics in management.
The present study was designed to explore these speculations further. It replicated Butterfield (1979, 1989 ) using the Short BSRI as an instrument. Consistent with the bookkeeping and conversion models of stereotype change (Rothbart, 1981) , it was hypothesized that a good manager would be seen as possessing less masculine characteristics in 1999 than in 1984 -1985 (Powell & Butterfield, 1989 ) or 1976 -1977 (Powell & Butterfield, 1979 .
Method
Data were collected in 1999 at two American universities from two groups of subjects who differed considerably in age, education, and work experience. One group consisted of 206 undergraduate business students; their mean age was 21.2 years and 43% were female. The second group consisted of 142 part-time graduate business students (i.e., evening MBAs), nearly all of whom held full-time jobs. Their mean age was 31.7 years and 44% were female. The present study used these data in addition to data collected from the same two groups in 1984 -1985 (Powell & Butterfield, 1989 ) and 1976 -1977 (Powell & Butterfield, 1979 . The 1984-1985 sample consisted of 201 undergraduate business students with a mean age of 20.9 years; 57% were female, and 127 part-time MBA students with a mean age of 29.0 years; 42% were female. The 1976-1977 sample consisted of 574 undergraduate business students with a mean age of 20.7 years; 30% were female, and 110 part-time MBA students with a mean age of 28.0; 18% were female.
Each respondent in the 1999 and 1984-1985 samples completed the Short BSRI (Bem, 1981) both for himself or herself and for a good manager. The Short BSRI contains 10 items characteristic of the masculine sex role stereotype, 10 items characteristic of the feminine sex role stereotype and 10 filler items not associated exclusively with either stereotype. The masculine items are: defend my own beliefs, independent, assertive, strong personality, forceful, have leadership abilities, willing to take risks, dominant, willing to take a stand, and aggressive. The feminine items are: affectionate, sympathetic, love children, eager to soothe hurt feelings, compassionate, understanding, warm, tender, sensitive to the needs of others, and gentle. The filler items are: moody, conceited, conscientious, reliable, jealous, tactful, truthful, secretive, adaptable, and conventional. Items were rated on a 7-point scale, ranging from "never or almost never true" (1) to "always or almost always true" (7).
Each respondent in the 1976-1977 sample completed the Original Bem Sex Role Inventory (Original BSRI) (Bem, 1974) both for himself or herself and for a good manager. The Original BSRI included 20 items designated as masculine that were independently judged by both females and males to be more desirable in American society for a man than a woman, and 20 items designated as feminine that were similarly judged to be more desirable for a woman than a man. It contained all of the items in the Short BSRI but contained twice as many items in each category. Only those items appearing in the Short BSRI were used in the present study. Masculinity and femininity items in the Original BSRI were selected for the Short BSRI to maximize both the internal consistency of the masculinity and femininity scales and the orthogonality between them (Bem, 1981) . Also, some of the femininity items in the Original BSRI with relatively low social desirability ratings were excluded from the Short BSRI to make the overall social desirability of the masculine and feminine items more similar. For further discussion of the development of the Original BSRI and Short BSRI, see Bem (1974 Bem ( , 1981 and Powell and Butterfield (1989) .
Masculinity and femininity "self-scores" were calculated for each respondent as the average of scores on the masculine and feminine items in his or her self-description. Coefficient alpha was .85 for the masculinity self-score and .87 for the femininity self-score. Median masculinity and femininity scores on the Short BSRI were calculated for the combined 1999, 1984-1985, and 1976-1977 samples. Undergraduate males, undergraduate females, graduate males, and graduate females were weighted equally for the purposes of calculating these median scores (Bem, 1981) . Each respondent was then classified into an androgynous, masculine, feminine, or undifferentiated "self-group" according to his or her self-description as shown below.
Masculinity and femininity "good manager scores" were calculated from each respondent's description of a good manager using the same procedure as for the self-description. Coefficient alpha was .74 for the masculinity good manager score and .86 for the femininity good manager score. The good manager description was classified as androgynous, masculine, feminine, or undifferentiated according to the median masculinity and femininity self-scores, i.e., relative to the same medians used to classify respondents into self-groups, to allow direct comparisons of how respondents described a good manager and themselves. Thus, each respondent was classified into a "good manager group" as follows:
Femininity "self-score" or "good manager score" Masculinity "self-score" or "good manager" score
Below median
Above median
Above median Feminine Androgynous Below median Undifferentiated Masculine
It was possible that the results of the study would be, at least in part, a function of the differing percentages of women at each time period. To address this possibility, we used a random sample of respondents at each time period and level (undergraduate and part-time graduate) to equalize the percentage of women across time periods within each level. The sampling procedure is summarized first for undergraduates and then for graduates.
The average percentage of undergraduate women across the three time periods was 43%. However, the percentage of undergraduate women was lower than 43% in 1976-1977 (30%), higher than 43% in 1984-1985 (57%) , and equal to 43% in 1999. Thus, in 1976 Thus, in -1977 , we used all of the undergraduate women and a random sample of the undergraduate men. In 1984-1985, we used all of the undergraduate men and a random sample of the undergraduate women. In 1999, we used all of the undergraduate women and men in the sample.
The average percentage of graduate women across the three time periods was 35%. However, the percentage of graduate women was lower than 35% in 1976-1977 (18%) and higher than 35% in 1984-1985 (42%) and 1999 (44%) . Thus, in 1976 Thus, in -1977 , we used all of the graduate women and a random sample of the graduate men. In 1984-1985 and 1999, we used all of the graduate men and a random sample of the graduate women. Further analyses were conducted on these samples.
Results
Table 1 presents good manager group and self-group distributions for undergraduate business students and part-time graduate business students (evening MBAs) sampled in each of the three periods of data collection. Table 2 presents mean masculinity and femininity good manager scores and self-scores for the same groups of students. Although the emphasis of this study was on changes in descriptions of a good manager over time, self-descriptions are reported for purposes of comparison. These two tables comprehensively display the newly obtained results of the present study as well as the results of the two earlier studies (Powell & Butterfield, 1979 . Because (1) the median self-scores used to determine good manager group and self-group distributions were calculated for the combined samples across all time periods and (2) the sampling procedure resulted in the loss of some subjects at various time periods, the good manager group and self-group distributions for 1984-1985 and 1976-1977 differ from those reported previously by Butterfield (1979, 1989) .
Further, because many comparisons were made across time (6 comparisons for each type of distribution in Table 1 , 12 comparisons for each type of score in Table 2 ), the possibility existed for a study-wise Type 1 error. To minimize this possibility, a Bonferroni-type adjustment was implemented whereas a more stringent test of significance was used for each comparison to keep the level of significance across all comparisons at a reasonable level (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989, p. 52) . Specifically, each Chi-square test in Table 1 used a significance level of .01. In addition, one-way ANOVAs reported in Table 2 used the Bonferroni multiple comparison test at a significance level of .01. Since four comparisons were made at a time for each group of subjects (masculinity and femininity good manager scores and self-scores), the significance level for each comparison was equivalent to approximately .01/4, or .0025. A significance level of .01 was used for comparisons within the 1999 sample that are not reported in the tables.
We shall review the results for the 1999 sample first and then compare these results with those from earlier samples.
Results for the 1999 Sample
Both undergraduate business students and part-time graduate business students viewed a good manager as possessing predominantly masculine characteristics. Considering good manager group distributions as seen in Table 1 , a good manager was described as masculine by 44.1% of undergraduate males, 52.3% of undergraduate females, 57.5% of graduate males, and 55.8% of graduate females; additional analyses indicated that all of these proportions were above random (p < .01). In contrast, a good manager was described as feminine by only 8.5% of undergraduate males, 4.5% of undergraduate females, 3.8% of graduate males, and no graduate females; all of these proportions were below random (p < .01). Considering good manager scores as seen in Table 2 and consistent with these results, masculinity good manager scores were higher than femininity good manager scores for all groups (p < .01, results not reported).
Good manager group distributions (Table 1) did not differ according to gender for either undergraduates (χ 2 3 = 3.11, p > .01) or graduates (χ 2 3 = 1.83, p > .01). Also, self-group distributions did not differ according to gender for graduates (χ 2 3 = 5.45, p > .01). However, self-group distributions differed according to gender for undergraduates (χ 2 3 = 23.00, p < .01); undergraduate females were more likely to classify themselves into the feminine self-group (34.1%) than undergraduate males (13.6%). The gender difference in self-group distributions for undergraduates was due to femininity self-scores (Table 2) being higher for females (M = 5.70) than males (M = 5.21, t 204 = −4.40, p < .01); masculinity self-scores did not differ for undergraduate females (M = 5.15) and males (M = 5.19, t 204 = .38, p > .01) . As a result, undergraduate females tended to describe a good manager as less like themselves than undergraduate males did, specifically in feminine characteristics.
Comparison of Results for the Three Samples
Good manager group distributions (Table 1) differed between the 1999, 1984-1985, and 1976-1977 samples for undergraduate business students (χ 2 6 = 15.84, p < .01). The proportion of undergraduates who described a good manager as masculine increased from 53.7% in 1976-1977 to 65.4% in 1984-1985 and then decreased to 47.6% in 1999. Consistent with these differences, undergraduates' masculinity good manager scores ( Table Good manager group distributions (Table 1) did not differ over time for part-time graduate business students (χ 2 6 = 9.89, p > .01), although the proportion of graduates who described a good manager as masculine decreased from 66.7% in 1976-1977 to 62.3% in 1984-1985 and 56 .9% in 1999 and the proportion of graduates who described a good manager as undifferentiated increased from 7. 0% in 1976-1977 to 16.7% in 1984-1985 and 23 .6% in 1999. However, graduates' masculinity good manager scores (Table 2 ) declined over time (M = 5.69 in 1976-1977 to M = 5.41 in 1999); graduates' femininity good manager scores did not vary over time. Thus, in support of the hypothesis, graduates viewed a good manager as possessing less masculine characteristics over time.
Discussion
Have the times changed regarding the relationship between gender stereotypes and managerial stereotypes? Results for the 1999 sample, when compared with results for the 1984-1985 sample (Powell & Butterfield, 1989 ) and the 1976-1977 sample (Powell & Butterfield, 1979) , suggest that the answer to this question is both "yes" and "no." Despite the considerable increase in the proportion of women managers over this period of time (from 21% in 1976 to 46% in 1999) and the emergent call for a greater emphasis on feminine characteristics in management, men and women of varying age, education, and work experience still described a good manager as possessing predominantly masculine characteristics. However, the preference for masculine characteristics decreased between 1984-1985 and 1999 for undergraduate business students. Further, the preference for masculine characteristics decreased between 1976-1977 and 1999 for part-time graduate business students. Thus, the hypothesis that a good manager would be seen in 1999 as possessing less masculine characteristics than in earlier years was generally supported; perhaps the increased proportion of women managers is beginning to have an effect. In summary, a comparison of results from all three samples suggests both persistence and change in the nature of managerial stereotypes over time.
Why have managerial stereotypes persisted in placing primary emphasis on masculine characteristics? Powerful forces serve to perpetuate existing stereotypes, whatever group of people is being stereotyped and whatever the content of its stereotype may be (Hamilton & Sherman, 1994; Hilton & von Hippel, 1996; Fiske, 1998) . In the case of managerial stereotypes, men and women who are choosing a career track may not seek to be managers if they do not see themselves as fitting the prevailing stereotype of managers. In addition, organizations may only select applicants for entry-level managerial positions whom they see as adhering to managerial stereotypes. Further, organizations tend to exert strong pressures on their members to conform to ways acceptable to other members, particularly those in power. Despite the remarkable progress of women in attaining managerial positions over the last three decades, the proportion of women who have made it to the very top positions in organizations, i.e., broken through the glass ceiling, remains small. Recall that the proportion of women in corporate officer positions in Fortune 500 companies, although miniscule in the 1970s (Epstein, 1975) , is still only 13% (Catalyst, 2000a ). Women's impact on managerial stereotypes may not be felt until more of them are in the top ranks of management. As long as predominantly masculine characteristics are highly valued in the top management ranks, all individuals who enter the management ranks at any level will be expected to act accordingly. Thus, forces of self-selection, organizational selection, and organizational socialization all contribute to managerial stereotypes acting as self-fulfilling prophecies (Darley & Fazio, 1980; Merton, 1948) and reinforce a belief in the good manager as masculine.
Why have managerial stereotypes changed in the direction of placing less emphasis on masculine characteristics? According to both the bookkeeping and conversion models of stereotype change, stereotypes are likely to change in the presence of massive amounts of disconfirming information (Rothbart, 1981) . Some evidence (Butterfield & Grinnell, 1999) suggests that women bring a different set of personal characteristics to the managerial role than men. Since the proportion of women in management positions has approached that of men, female managers may feel that their increased strength in numbers gives them more license to be themselves without having to conform to traditional managerial stereotypes. If female managers do not exhibit predominantly masculine characteristics when they are being themselves, they may be contributing as exemplars (Smith & Zárate, 1992 ) to a long-term change in managerial stereotypes.
In addition, the increased call for feminine leadership (Grant, 1988; Helgesen, 1990; Loden, 1985; Rosener, 1990 Rosener, , 1995 suggests that organizations benefit when their managers display a high amount of feminine characteristics. Today's workplace is characterized by an increased emphasis on self-management, empowerment, continuous improvement, and organizational learning (Cooper & Lewis, 1999) . It has been suggested that organizations that are continually able to transform themselves will have the best chance of survival in the new millennium. Being a good manager has become less about competitiveness, aggression, and task orientation and more about good communication, coaching and people skills, and being intuitive and flexible, all stereotypically feminine characteristics (Cooper & Lewis, 1999) . Some managers, whatever their gender and other personal characteristics may be, may have responded to these changing demands on managers, thereby further disconfirming the belief in a good manager as masculine.
However, the decreased emphasis on masculine characteristics in managerial stereotypes over time did not necessarily imply an increased emphasis on feminine characteristics. Indeed, the endorsement of feminine characteristics by the two groups of respondents varied little over time. Instead, the more experienced, part-time graduate business students, most of whom were working full-time and likely to focus on their own jobs and work context, described a good manager as possessing significantly less masculine characteristics over time. As a result, although such respondents still tended to prefer a masculine manager overall, they were tending to display an increasing preference for an undifferentiated manager, or one low in both feminine and masculine characteristics. In addition, undergraduate business students in the 1999 sample, most of whom had little full-time work experience and may have been relying more on expectations than reality, described a good manager as possessing less masculine characteristics than those in the 1984-1985 sample.
These results suggest that different groups of respondents may have been receiving similar messages but from different sources about what a good manager looks like. Undergraduate business students may have become particularly aware of the increase in the proportion of women in management between 1984-1985 and 1999 from observing their parents and elders as well as from the public media. Since there was a gender difference in self-descriptions with women more inclined to assign themselves to the feminine self-group than men, female undergraduates may have thought that having more women in management would mean that a good manager is less masculine, if not more feminine. In contrast, part-time graduate business students were closer to business realities and did not differ according to gender in self-descriptions. They were more in a position to observe the influence of the continued male domination of the top ranks of management, which may have suppressed any inclinations that female managers at lower levels might have had to exhibit a greater amount of feminine characteristics than when their numbers were fewer. Extension of this research to include respondents at different managerial levels is recommended to provide insight into whether a good manager is seen in more masculine terms by managers at higher levels.
Limitations and Conclusions
The limitations of this replication study should be noted. Butterfield and Grinnell (1999) concluded from a review of research on managerial stereotypes over three decades that context is extremely important in mitigating the effects of gender stereotypes. For example, factors such as the duration of managers' interactions with their subordinates, the level of success they have experienced in their jobs, and the nature of their managerial assignments affect the extent to which managers are viewed in gender-stereotypical terms. One drawback of the present study was that it lacked context. Extension of this line of research into specific organizational settings in which the influence of contextual effects can be examined is recommended. However, although context is an issue, graduate business students have experience and knowledge about the work setting that their undergraduate counterparts lack. This could explain why views of a good manager differed between the two types of respondents.
A further limitation of this study is that it relied on responses of student samples. However, this was not as serious a drawback. Similar data were collected in the past from actual managers in three insurance companies (Powell, 1993) , with results indicating an overall preference for masculine characteristics as in the present and previous studies of business students (Powell & Butterfield, 1979 . Although it is important to examine the views of practicing managers, their views of a good manager were likely to be consistent with those of part-time graduate business students, most of whom either already held or expected to hold managerial positions. Also, the views of undergraduate business students are of interest because of their implications for career choice. As in earlier samples, undergraduate females in the 1999 sample see a good manager as less like themselves than undergraduate males. Given this perception, these women may be less inclined to pursue managerial careers than men with the same educational background, leading to a restricted supply of female applicants from which organizations may select entry-level managers compared with the supply of male applicants.
Finally, this study did not examine the cognitive and social mechanisms by which stereotypes develop and change. It suggested that, consistent with the bookkeeping, conversion, and exemplar-based models of stereotype change (Rothbart, 1981; Smith & Zárate, 1992) , the increased proportion of women in management and the increased call for feminine leadership in the workplace may have led to the decreased emphasis on masculine characteristics in managerial stereotypes. However, we did not collect the full data that would be necessary to demonstrate such a causal connection. Additional research on the mechanisms by which managerial stereotypes are developed and modified that directly tests prevailing theories of stereotype formation and change (e.g., Fiske, 1998; Hamilton & Sherman, 1994; Hilton & von Hippel, 1996; Rothbart, 1981; Smith & Zárate, 1992; Weber & Crocker, 1983 ) is recommended.
In conclusion, the question of what constitutes a "good manager" continues to be of interest both to organizational scholars and the general public. If the proportion of women in top management positions becomes more similar to the proportion of men in such positions and/or further evidence is accumulated about the advantages of feminine leadership to organizations, managerial stereotypes may continue to change in the direction of placing less emphasis on masculine characteristics. However, for the time being, managerial stereotypes continue to emphasize a belief of "think manager-think masculine."
